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summary: In Rhetoric III.1 Aristotle characterizes lexis thus: ëpanta fantas¤a 
taËt' §st‹ ka‹ prÚw tÚn ékroatÆn. Modern scholars have glossed phantasia 
here as “mere show,” concluding that lexis is “superficial ostentation” intended 
merely to appeal to a corrupt audience. I argue instead that in this passage, 
as elsewhere in Aristotle, phantasia stands for the psychological function that 
mediates between sense perception and man’s higher intellectual faculties. By 
invoking phantasia, Aristotle instructs us to view lexis against the background 
of his psychology, as mediating the rhetorical task and entrusted with turning 
the orator’s subject matter into such phantasmata as will successfully shape the 
opinion of the listeners and gain their pistis.

Aristotle’s rhetoric has recently received much attention, especially 
the philosopher’s treatment of enthymematic proof and of human emotions. 
Despite significant exchange and dialogue, numerous disagreements remain 
and a consensus has failed to develop. Not so with the sole occurrence of 
fantas¤a in the third book of the Rhetoric (1404a11), which translators and 
commentators alike join in glossing as “ostentation,” “outward show,” “mere 
appearance,” vel sim.1 This near unanimous agreement has led one writer to 

* I wish to thank Professor Gisela Striker for her comments on an early version of this 
paper; and the anonymous readers for their helpful suggestions.

1 Baldwin 1924: 23 is one of a handful of exceptions. He translates 1404a11–12, “all 
these things [i.e., of diction and delivery] being means of suggesting images and gauged to 
the hearer” (and is approved by Meijering 1987: 22). Labarrière (1994) is the other notable 
dissenter. He is more interested, however, in exploring the corresponding limitations on 
the orator and his task (especially in connection with Rh. III.12) than in justifying his 
understanding of phantasia in Rh. III.1.6: “la phantasia de la Rhetorique 3.1.6, 04a11 ne 
saurait s’entendre comme ‘la présentation mentale, une simple copie, sans realité.’ Bien 
au contraire, la phantasia ici en question renvoie à ce en fonction de quoi quelque chose 
apparaît à X ou Y comme ceci ou cela” (238, his emphasis).
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assert that “I cannot find a modern translation that takes the word phantasia 
seriously.”2 And yet, this was not always so. For many Renaissance scholars 
insisted on reading the Rhetoric against the background of Aristotle’s psychol-
ogy, and articulated the relationship between mens (noËw) and animus (yumÒw) 
on the fulcrum of phantasia,3 focusing on the role played by elocutio (l°jiw) 
in the acquisition of knowledge.4 It is fair, I think, to say that they allowed 
the concept its full psychological import. By “psychological” I mean a view 
of phantasia as a faculty of the human psykhê, rather than the “popular” or 
colloquial register invoked by those who render it “mere show.” Fortenbaugh, 
who seems to support the consensus view,5 calls phantasia in its connection 
with the soul “[a] biological faculty” (2002: 96) and assigns it to Aristotle’s 
“biological psychology” (100). But to argue successfully against a psychological 
reading of phantasia in the Rhetoric, it is not enough, as he and others do, to 
maintain that it is the equivalent of fa¤nesyai, which admittedly is common 
to indicate what appears to be the case, without “any particular psychologi-
cal framework” (ibid. 97 n. 1); one would also have to show that it occurs in 
contexts that have no epistemological implications, that it is not concerned 
with an analysis of man’s apprehension of his world and circumstances, that 
it does not draw attention to perceptive and cognitive processes.6

2 Green 2000: 158. By “serious” this author means phantasia in its “psychological” 
sense, as explained next.

3 Robortello 1548: 28–29 even based his understanding of the mimetic nature of man 
on the peculiar quality of his phantasia.

4 Using phantasia to explain the psychology of elocutio, they concentrated on species, 
the “impressions” on the “sensitive soul,” processed into phantasmata and passed on to 
the intellective faculty. So, e.g., Vettori (1579) ad 1404a10–11: “huiuscemodi omnia, si vere 
quaeras, non ad docendum faciunt, sed ad speciem assumuntur, et ad auditorem ipsum 
referuntur, qui non ita in aliis, ut in dicendi arte respicitur. fantas¤a ¶stin, valet non 
suapte natura vim habent, sed ex opinionibus hominum penduntur.” The same empha-
sis on psychology is present in Barbaro and Barbaro 1544: 146, and in Riccobono 1588 
whenever he talks about ante oculos ponere (e.g. p. 318). For a study of Renaissance elocutio 
in relation to Aristotle’s Rhetoric see Green 2000; and for Renaissance conceptions of the 
soul as they relate to phantasia and the Rhetoric see Green 1998, esp. 294–95.

5 Though I do not know of a place in his writings where he translates the phantasia 
of Rh. III.1, his views in Fortenbaugh 1986 and 2002 lead me to believe that he would 
be in agreement with the tenor of the common gloss. He makes clear, at any rate, that 
nothing more than a colloquial register of the word is involved in Aristotle’s treatment 
of human emotions in Rh. II.

6 Aristotle’s use of fan∞nai at 1403b17 is hardly accidental. Here he is concerned with 
the manner in which one ought to speak (énãgkh ka‹ taËta …w de› efipe›n, 1403b16–17), 
for this “contributes much to the speech appearing to be of a certain character” (sumbãl-
letai pollå prÚw tÚ fan∞nai poiÒn tina tÚn lÒgon, 1403b17–18). That fa¤nesyai 
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Here I would like to argue precisely for such a psychological reading of 
phantasia in Rhetoric III.1, the chapter in which Aristotle sets the stage for 
his sustained treatment of lexis (chapters 2–12). My strategy will be to show 
that there are valid reasons to set aside the dominant consensus, and that, 
once we do so, the best remaining alternative is to assume that in Rhetoric 
III.1, as elsewhere, Aristotle has the psychological meaning in view. As I lay 
my case before the reader, my argument will proceed through the following 
stages: first, I will summarize the apparent reasons for the current consen-
sus; then, I will present the evidence in favor of a psychological reading of 
phantasia; a short overview of Aristotle’s use of this word in his larger oeuvre 
will follow; and I will close with the contribution that a redefined phantasia, 
with its full psychological dimensions, makes to our understanding of the 
rhetorical task.

the modern consensus and its rationale
Since the views scholars hold about phantasia in Rhetoric III.1 depend partly 
on how they construe the relationship between lexis and hypokrisis, it is here 
that we must start our analysis of the modern consensus and its rationale. 
Many believe the Aristotle marginalizes hypokrisis as morally objectionable 
in favor of a view of lexis that precludes it, associating phantasia closely and 
exclusively with the undesirable hypokrisis. This suggests that phantasia must 
be something that should itself be censured, “mere show” or “ostentatious-
ness.” But I believe that Aristotle never entirely sidelines hypokrisis, and that if 
hypokrisis is vulnerable to abuse, so also is lexis and even rhetoric as a whole. 
Thus phantasia is not simply the outcome or instrument of self-interested 
manipulation, but belongs with the processes of perception and cognition: 

should occur precisely where he addresses the orator’s need (énãgkh) to shape his speech 
in a way that will make its character appear suggests that the psychology of perception 
is in view and that, consequently, a psychological reading of lexis is called for (cf. Hal-
liwell 1993: 54 and 60). I can well enough adopt Labarrière’s formulation (see above, n. 
1) that phantasia “sends us back to that by which something appears to X or Y as this or 
that.” But I think Nussbaum 1996: 307 does not fully take Aristotle’s meaning when, in 
her effort to prevent ‘fear’ from being construed without “belief,” she writes that in Rh. 
II.5 “no technical distinction between phantasia and believing is at issue…. phantasia is 
used…simply as the verbal noun of phainesthai, ‘appear’”; and she adds: “[Rh. II] shows 
no awareness of the more technical psychological distinctions of De Anima” (ibid. 321 n. 
16). And yet to sustain her understanding of “fear” one need not deny that psychologi-
cal phantasia is in view. Indeed, the goal of rhetorical practice is phantasia with pistis, 
but pistis cannot exist without doxa (see below, pp. 116 and 125). Thus, in the Rhetoric 
Aristotle elides the possibility of phantasia without doxa, and this sufficiently accounts 
for what seems superficially like emotion without belief.
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though it may be abused by the unprincipled, it is a necessary part of human 
discourse. Our first goal, then, is to understand the conceptual outlines of 
hypokrisis and lexis, so as to appreciate better the nature and role of phantasia, 
which, the philosopher says, is what all these things amount to (éll' ëpanta 
fantas¤a taËt' §st¤, 1404a11).

In Rhetoric III.1 Aristotle moves from his extended treatment of pisteis 
(the focus of books one and two) to lexis, the second member of his tripar-
tite division in the study of rhetoric. Very soon in the course of this chapter, 
however, hypokrisis takes center stage, and its specific relationship to lexis—the 
avowed topic under consideration—has long remained in contention. Rheto-
ric 1403b18–22 marks the transition to the new subject: “The first thing to 
be examined was naturally that which comes first by nature, whence the 
facts themselves get their persuasiveness; second is how to compose this in 
language [lexis]; and third is something that has the greatest force, but has 
not yet been taken in hand, the matter of delivery [hypokrisis].”7 The two 
respective terms that follow under “second” and “third,” lexis and hypokrisis 
(usually translated “style” and “oral delivery”),8 are, for some, distinct and 
coordinate ones, while others, disagreeing, make oral delivery subordinate 
to style in Aristotle’s schema. Both groups, however, agree in this regard: that 
the philosopher introduces oral delivery as a temporary parenthesis, which he 
then closes as he moves on to the treatment of style strictly considered, only 
to reopen it in chapter 12 (at the end of the section), before he takes up the 
matter of “arrangement.” In my opinion hypokrisis is a subordinate division 
of lexis (Aristotle has already made clear his intention to speak next about this 
very subject, 1403b14–15), but it is not a parenthesis; rather, all throughout 
his discussion of style the philosopher remains concerned with delivery.9

7 Kennedy’s 1991 translation [henceforth simply “Kennedy”] ad loc., modified. tÚ m¢n 
oÔn pr«ton §zhtÆyh katå fÊsin ˜per p°fuke pr«ton, aÈtå tå prãgmata §k t¤nvn 
¶xei tÚ piyanÒn, deÊteron d¢ tÚ taËta tª l°jei diay°syai, tr¤ton d¢ toÊtvn ̆  dÊnamin 
m¢n ¶xei meg¤sthn, oÎpv d' §pikexe¤rhtai, tå per‹ tØn ÍpÒkrisin.

8 The Latin equivalents are elocutio for lexis and actio for hypokrisis, whose mutual 
relationship, I believe, Aristotle conceives of in terms quite different from those established 
by the later masters of Latin rhetoric.

9 Though relevant, fully arguing this point would exceed the scope of this article and 
must be left to a future work. I do so here briefly. The key is to realize that when Aristotle 
mentions phantasia, he is not simply talking about hypokrisis but more broadly about 
“the subject of expression” (tÚ t∞w l°jevw); and that several times in the course of Rh. 
III.2–11 he returns explicitly to the voice and its attributes as well as to the impact style 
has on the expression of êthos and pathos—the very matters embraced by hypokrisis (cf. 
1403b27–28). Now, if indeed Aristotle does not sideline delivery as morally objection-
able, it should be clear that “mere show” as the meaning of phantasia—the heart of this 
negative view of delivery—is less plausible.
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Aristotle does not attempt a formal definition of hypokrisis, assuming, 
perhaps, that its connection with the theater (tragikÆ, 1403b22) suffices to 
explain it. He soon adds that “it [hypokrisis] lies in the voice (§n tª fvnª), 
how one should use it to express each emotion” (1403b27–28). The inven-
tory that follows pertains in its entirety to the management of the voice and, 
generally, to oral delivery: its “loudness,” whether megãlh, mikrã, or m°sh; 
its “intonation” or “pitch” (tÒnow): ÙjÊw, barÊw, or m°sow; and the “rhythms” 
(=uymo¤) that correspond to each case. He then gathers these under the head-
ings m°geyow, èrmon¤a, and =uymÒw.10 Central to Aristotle’s understanding 
of hypokrisis—its function and moral implications—is the passage that fol-
lows, where the philosopher reflects on the equivocal ethical status of lexis, 
which becomes a necessary expedient11 because of rhetoric’s concern with 
doxa (1404a1–12):12

éll' ˜lhw oÎshw prÚw dÒjan t∞w pragmate¤aw t∞w per‹ tØn =htorikÆn, 
oÈx …w Ùry«w ¶xontow éll' …w énagka¤ou tØn §pim°leian poiht°on, 
§pe‹ tÒ ge d¤kaiÒn <§sti> mhd¢n pl°on zhte›n per‹ tÚn lÒgon µ Àste mÆte 
lupe›n mÆt' eÈfra¤nein: d¤kaion går aÈto›w égvn¤zesyai to›w prãg-
masin, Àste tîlla ¶jv toË épode›jai per¤erga §st¤n: éll' ˜mvw m°ga 
dÊnatai, kayãper e‡rhtai, diå tØn toË ékroatoË moxyhr¤an. tÚ m¢n 
oÔn t∞w l°jevw ˜mvw ¶xei ti mikrÚn énagka›on §n pãs˙ didaskal¤&: 
diaf°rei gãr ti prÚw tÚ dhl«sai …d‹ µ …d‹ efipe›n, oÈ m°ntoi tosoËton, 
éll' ëpanta fantas¤a taËt' §st¤, ka‹ prÚw tÚn ékroatÆn: diÚ oÈde‹w 
oÏtv gevmetre›n didãskei. 

But since the whole business of rhetoric is with opinion, one should pay at-
tention to delivery, not because it is right but because it is necessary, since true 
justice seeks nothing more in a speech than neither to offend nor to entertain; 
for to contend by means of the facts themselves is just, with the result that 
everything except demonstration is incidental; but, nevertheless, [delivery] has 

10 These must be, I think, the antecedents of the aÈt«n at 1403b35.
11 On lexis as an expedient see immediately below.
12 Although I quote here Ross’s 1959 Greek text and Kennedy’s 1991 translation, I will 

in the course of this article offer modifications to both, especially to Kennedy’s rendering 
of phantasia. Kassel’s 1976 text ad loc. does not offer any significant improvements over 
Ross’s and, despite differences in detail, ultimately has the same meaning. He prefers the 
vulgate oÈk Ùry«w at 1404a2 over the emended oÈx …w Ùry«w; but an explicit …w is not 
required and, as Spengel 1867: 2.357 notes, it must be imported here from the éll' …w 
that follows. And at 1404a4 he emends zhte›n to zhte›, preserving the readings ple¤v 
(over pl°on) and …w (over Àste). Yet my argument is hardly affected by the difference 
between “justice is to seek nothing more (mhd¢n pl°on) than” and “justice does not at 
all (mhd¢n) seek more (ple¤v) than” (the choice between µ Àste and ≥ …w seems to me 
largely indifferent; cf. Smyth §2007).
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great power, as has been said, because of the corruption of the audience. The 
subject of expression, however, has some small necessary place in all teaching; 
for to speak in one way rather than another does make some difference in re-
gard to clarity, though not a great difference; but all these things are forms of 
outward show and intended to affect the audience. As a result, nobody teaches 
geometry this way.

This passage contains a remarkable admission regarding the entire rhetorical 
enterprise, one that belies the attempt of some to restrict to hypokrisis the 
unflattering phortikon of 1403b36, which has instead tÚ per‹ tØn l°jin as 
its proper subject.13 Thus, even Cope 1877 ad loc. must make the following 
admission: “[N]ot only ÍpokritikÆ, but the whole of Rhetoric, is directed 
prÚw dÒjan. So that fortikÒn here must stand, as it often does, for the vul-
garity which is shewn in unphilosophical habits of mind … and, as applied to 
a study or art, may signify popular, showy, unsubstantial.” But if Aristotle in 
this section considers lexis an expedient, strictly speaking, it is such only from 
the point of view of an ideal society. We are not faced here with an avoidable 
course of action, and therefore an unprincipled choice out of personal ease, 
selfish gain, or self-promotion. This is not to deny, of course, that a given 
speaker may harbor ethically dubious motivations; but the philosopher’s 
point is that even an orator with the purest of intentions must have recourse 
to oral delivery, because no polis can boast of citizens who will embrace the 
bare facts of an issue without having to overcome the potential obstacles of 
misunderstanding and prejudice. This attitude should illuminate in turn our 
reading of 1404a2–7: “[J]ustice (tÚ d¤kaion) consists in seeking nothing more 
in connection with one’s argument14 than that one should cause neither pain 
nor pleasure;15 for it is just to contend (égvn¤zesyai) with the facts alone” 
(aÈto›w to›w prãgmasin).16 Too much has been made of these statements, 
with some even inferring that departing from this ideal would not be merely 

13 At 1403b36 the matter moves to the broader tÚ per‹ tØn l°jin, which henceforth 
remains in view, as is shown by the syntactic agreement of phortikon and ÍpolambanÒme-
non (1403b36–1404a1) and the repetition at 1404a8, tÚ m¢n oÔn t∞w l°jevw. The syntactic 
agreement by itself would not be decisive, as a superficial substitution of hypokrisis by 
toËto, without any change of the notional subject—a common occurrence—might be 
in view. But tÚ m¢n oÔn t∞w l°jevw is clearly intended to summarize and drive home the 
consequences of the preceding passage, i.e. 1403b36–1404a8, and this suffices to show 
that the broader tÚ per‹ tØn l°jin, a topic neither limited to nor exclusive of hypokrisis, 
is its subject matter.

14 Or “speech,” per‹ tÚn lÒgon.
15 Hinting at pathos; cf. 1378a19–21.
16 Cf. Smyth §1209a.
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undesirable, but unjust; and it is further assumed that the oÈx …w Ùry«w 
¶xontow of 1404a2 corroborates this view. But the comparison aims not at 
discriminating justice from injustice, but at evoking an ideal vision of what 
strict justice calls for. This does not mean, then, that the contribution of êthos 
and pathos is unjust; simply that justice does not require it. This interpreta-
tion is proved by the Àste clause, which declares whatever else (tîlla) falls 
outside the realm of demonstration not unjust, but “superfluous,” per¤erga.17 
The triumph of the ¶jv toË épode›jai (1404a6)18—arguably necessary, but as 
noted, in strict justice, superfluous—is perhaps best exemplified by the abuse 
to which it is open, e.g. by the base appeal to emotions, a practice, however, 
not exclusively the province of delivery apart from style (strictly considered), 
but arguably most readily illustrated by the use of the phônê, viz., p«w aÈtª 
de› xr∞syai prÚw ßkaston pãyow (1403b27–28; cf. De int. I 16a3–4).

According to Aristotle, attention to style has a small, but necessary place in 
every didaskal¤a, for it makes a difference to clarity (prÚw tÚ dhl«sai), yet 
not so much (tosoËton)—i.e., its importance should not be overstated—but 
all this is phantasia directed towards the hearer.19 prÚw tÚ dhl«sai must not 
be overly restricted to conceptual clarity: Aristotle has in view such a presenta-
tion before the hearer as makes the intentions of the speaker—in their fullest 
scope, embracing not only the logos in the limited sense of 1356a3–4, but 
also the êthos and pathos—clear to his audience. Thus, at 1404b1–3, where ı 
lÒgow is characterized as a kind of sign (shme›on gãr ti ı lÒgow  Övn) that fails 
to achieve its proper end unless it be clear (§ån mØ dhlo›), the philosopher 
implicitly calls to mind the entire communication process, with the com-
plete circle of its constituent parts.20 It is true that here “clarity” is assigned 
to “proper words” (tå kÊria ÙnÒmata), and stylistic propriety to all the 
others mentioned in the Poetics 1457b1–3: loan word, metaphor, ornament, 

17 Therefore, in oÈx …w Ùry«w, “not because it is right,” “right” does not mean “mor-
ally right” (with “unjust” or “morally wrong” as its opposite), but “correct,” as in “the 
correct choice,” the choice demanded and strictly justified by the circumstances. Cf. LSJ 
s.v. ÙryÒw III.2 and Irwin 1985: 391.

18 tÚ épode›jai here refers narrowly to the rational demonstration (i.e. the enthymeme 
derived from pragma or logos); for épÒdeijiw and épodeiknÊnai in the Rhetoric see 
Grimaldi 1972: 139–41.

19 I take ka‹ prÚw tÚn ékroatÆn as epexegetic (cf. Smyth §2869a), i.e., as adding by 
way of clarification: “I mean [phantasia] towards the hearer.”

20 Here I follow the emendation by Richards (cf. Ross’s OCT), which is clearly superior 

to the paradosis. Kassel accepts Vahlen’s Àst' for Ross’s Öv and the …w of cod. Parisinus 
1741 (both Ross and Kassel read ti for ˜ti). But “for logos, since it is a kind of sign, will 
not accomplish its goal unless…” is equivalent to “for logos [is] a kind of sign, so that it 
will not accomplish its goal unless…”
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neologism, lengthening, contraction, and modification.21 If this appears, on 
the surface, to restrict clarity to a mere subset of the whole range of stylistic 
devices (word order among them),22 this is but a distorted impression that 
fails to account for what the philosopher says or implies elsewhere. So, e.g., 
metaphors, just classified among the tîlla ÙnÒmata that contribute to 
propriety of style, are nevertheless ranked in Rhetoric 1404b31–32 with tå 
kÊria and tå ofike›a as alone being serviceable (xrÆsima) to prose style, so 
that, where one uses these well, “there will be an unfamiliar quality and [the 
art] will escape notice and will be clear” (Kennedy ad loc., my emphasis). In 
other words: we must grant a wider role to form, including ornamentation 
generally, in bringing about the requisite perspicuity;23 and since form is con-
nected with sense perception, this implies that phantasia affects clarity and 
must be part and parcel of effective communication.24 The tosoËton finds 
its conceptual (negative) correlative in the éllã clause. The one who wishes 
to claim too broad a role for lexis should consider that it works on the hearer 
through phantasia: this fact will help him better to give it its due measure, 
neither under- nor overestimating its import. Happily, the philosopher does 
not leave us to feel our way blindly to the understanding of phantasia, but 
has already given us a working definition at 1370a28–30:25 it is said to be “a 
kind of weak perception” (a‡syhsiw), connected not only with sense percep-
tion but also with the mental faculties of memory and hope. Nevertheless, 
as I observed above, it appears to be the universal assumption of translators 
at 1404a11 that by phantasia Aristotle means “external show,” “mere appear-
ance,” “fancy.”26 The reasons for this unanimity seem obvious: the appeals 
to mokhthêria and phortikon (1403b34, 36 and 1404a8) arguably call for a 
negative judgment; the concern with lexis, Aristotle admits, far from desirable 
in itself, is but a necessary concession (1404a2–3); ideally, what is not strict 
demonstration should be superfluous (1404a6–7); the often assumed close tie 

21 Halliwell’s terms in his LCL translation.
22 Cf. 1407b21–25 and 1410a20–23.
23 Cf. 1417a16–19 and Halliwell 1993: 57 n. 12.
24 This connection is especially clear where form finds immediate expression in visual 

or auditory effects. But, as follows from Rh. 1370a28–30, the ability itself to evoke mental 
images is mediated by prior sensory experience that is recalled by memory.

25 ≤ d¢ fantas¤a §st‹n a‡syhs¤w tiw ésyenÆw, ée‹ §n t“ memnhm°nƒ ka‹ t“ §lp¤zonti 
ékolouyo› ín fantas¤a tiw o m°mnhtai µ §lp¤zei.

26 Cope 1877 ad loc. renders it “fancy,” adding that phantasia is “the mental presenta-
tion, a mere copy, without reality” (with a reference to his note on Rh. I.11.6); Kennedy 
1991 and Freese 1926 prefer “outward show”; Jebb, more cautious, retains the more 
traditional “imagination” (in Sandys, 1909, ad loc.); W. Rhys Roberts (in Ross, 1924, ad 
loc.), too, chooses “fanciful”; and Rapp 2002, “reiner Anschein.”
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between dhl«sai (1404a10) and conceptual clarity seems designed to render 
the bulk of stylistic analysis external show, superficial fancy.

questioning the consensus
Nevertheless, there are good reasons to resist this interpretive consensus. 
Though perhaps understandable, it is partly the fruit of a long-standing 
prejudice against rhetoric and issues from a live suspicion of what this art 
portends for the pursuit of truth. Such mistrust has a distinguished ancient 
pedigree: the mention of mokhthêria and the use of phortikon show that 
Aristotle is not wholly impervious to it. But the philosopher’s attitude is 
more pragmatic and positive than the current communis opinio, which has 
roots in Plato’s anti-rhetorical dogmatism. Thus, if we translate phantasia 
as “mere appearance” vel sim. we displace the center of gravity of Aristotle’s 
corrective and drive it to an unintended extreme.27 Let us revisit the reasons 
adduced for the consensus view. The regretful reality of mokhthêria is but a 
consequence of the ethical cast inherent in any political28 process.29 This is 
clear from the contrast drawn between rhetoric and geometry, echoed again 
at 1417a19–21, this time by the opposition between mayhmatiko‹ lÒgoi,30 
which have no ≥yh because they lack moral purpose, and the Svkratiko¤, 
which do: it is the very nature of rhêtorikê—the fact that it addresses the need 
of the assembly (deliberative, forensic, or epideictic) to build consensus and 
manage dissent—that makes not only logos, but also êthos and pathos its nec-
essary ingredients, and for this reason it holds both the promise of effective 
democratic governance31 and the danger of the unprincipled exploitation of 
man’s prejudice and vanity.32

27 The philosopher’s treatment represents a sort of via media.
28 Here I employ “political” in that basic sense most readily illustrated by Aristotle’s 

famous dictum that ı ênyrvpow fÊsei politikÚn z“on (Pol. 1253a2–3).
29 We need only cite 1356a25–27, where, from the tripartite division of rhetoric 

into logos, êthos, and pathos, Aristotle concludes: Àste sumba¤nei tØn =htorikØn oÂon 
parafu°w ti t∞w dialektik∞w e‰nai ka‹ t∞w per‹ tå ≥yh pragmate¤aw, ∂n d¤kaiÒn 
§sti prosagoreÊein politikÆn. Cf. EN 1094a27–b3. For the negative perspective, cf. 
Plato’s Gorgias 463d1–2.

30 Aristotle considers geometry a part of mathematics, as can be gathered from many 
passages in his works (cf. Heath 1949: 1–16), e.g. Posterior Analytics 77b26–33 and Meta-
physics E 1026a25–27. See also RE s.v. geometria.

31 Hence the transmitted reading politei«n at 1403b35, which Lossau 1971 justifiedly 
defends against the suspicions of Spengel 1867: 2.357, whose conjecture was accepted 
by Ross in his OCT.

32 One need only remember that fortikÒthw had made its appearance at 1395b2, in the 
chapter on maxims, long before the matter of style was broached. There Aristotle reflected 
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Now, as to the phrase ka‹ doke› fortikÚn e‰nai, we are supposed to ap-
praise it in light of the ensuing qualification, kal«w ÍpolambanÒmenon. 
Cope ad loc. renders it “and rightly so considered,” adding Vettori’s alternative 
“when considered aright,” which he nevertheless rejects because the former 
alone “is the more natural interpretation of Ípolambãnein; which will not 
in fact bear the meaning assigned to it by Victorius ‘Si vere iudicare volumus’” 
(1877: 6, his emphasis). If Cope is right, he at least cannot claim a large 
following,33 nor is it clear why his is the “natural” translation and on what 
account Vettori’s meaning (which glosses his translation recte ponderatum) 
is not allowable: for Ípolambãnein, as LSJ s.v. III.1 states, can mean “to 
take up a notion, assume, suppose,” and hence “understand a thing to be 
so” or “conceive of something in a certain way,” which implies a particular 
judgment and posture. The suggestion, then, is that the label phortikon for 
tÚ per‹ tØn l°jin holds in a restricted, yet basic, sense; and it does not take 
much effort to discover that here, as before, the logic behind this dim view 
of style is again the interaction between the unprincipled orator and his 
uncultivated audience, whose weaknesses he finds all too easy to exploit for 
selfish ends. As mentioned in n. 32, the corresponding noun has already made 
its appearance at 1395b2, but it is the treatment in chapter 26 of the Poetics 
that brings out most clearly its rationale. There, as the philosopher debates 
whether epic or tragedy is the superior mimêsis, we learn that the label “vul-
gar” does not so much inhere in the subject matter or practice at hand, as is 
intimately dependent on the target audience and the consequent interaction 
between performer and public: ≤ ∏tton fortikØ belt¤vn, toiaÊth d' ≤ prÚw 
belt¤ouw yeatãw §stin ée¤ (1461b27–29). In view is the practice of actors 
and aulêtai who feel the need to add beyond what is proper or called for, on 

on the pleasure a hearer experiences when an orator hits upon opinions he already holds. 
Says Cope 1877: ad loc.: “The fortikÒthw here ascribed to vulgar audiences is much the 
same as the moxyhr¤a t«n ékroat«n, III 1.5, the vices or defects, which oblige the ora-
tor to have recourse to tîlla ¶jv toË épode›jai in order to convince them, because 
they are unable to appreciate logic alone.” Nota bene 1395b12–13, where, as might be 
expected, we learn that the ethical character of the discourse is chiefly in view. Cf. also 
1415b5–9: prÚw faËlon går ékroatØn ka‹ tå ¶jv toË prãgmatow ékoÊonta: §pe‹ ín 
mØ toioËtow ¬, oÈy¢n de› prooim¤ou, éll' µ ̃ son tÚ prçgma efipe›n kefalaivd«w, ·na 
¶x˙ Àsper s«ma kefalÆn.

33 Freese writes “and rightly considered it is thought vulgar”; Kennedy, “delivery seems 
a vulgar matter when rightly understood”; Jebb, “and, properly viewed, the subject is 
thought vulgar”; Dufour and Wartelle, “il semble d’ailleurs que ce soit là un art grossier 
à en juger sainement”; Rapp, “auch scheint es, richtig betrachtet, ungebührlich zu sein”; 
Tovar, “parece que es asunto fútil, bien considerado.”
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the assumption that the public will not otherwise notice and understand the 
performance. Therefore, “people say” (fasin) that epic addresses itself prÚw 
yeatåw §pieike›w that need not such skhêmata, but tragedy prÚw faÊlouw 
(1462a2–4). To this Aristotle objects that the fault is not really poiêtikê’s; it 
should be laid at the door of hypokritikê (1462a5–6).34

So far, then, we have seen that mokhthêria and phortikon share a common 
root concern, one that does not inhere so much in lexis (and, by implication, 
hypokrisis) as in the potentially corrupt interplay between orator and audience. 
On the other hand, if used in a principled way, style and delivery can play a 
significant hand in advancing the principles of justice; for they help rhetoric 
fulfill its social promise, enabling truth and right to assert their natural su-
periority.35 This consideration, by itself, should caution us against rendering 
phantasia by so utterly dismissive a gloss as “mere fancy.” Several additional 
reasons concur with this judgment. After all, the entire rhetorical enterprise 
is branded as prÚw dÒjan, and interpretive consistency would demand that 
a phantasia which is no more than “outward show” tarnish with its stain 
the very art of oratory. Cope (1877: 7) appears to realize this when, quoting 
Eudemian Ethics I.4.2, l°gv d¢ fortikåw m¢n [tåw t°xnaw] tåw prÚw dÒjan 
pragmateuom°naw mÒnon, he adds: “This I suppose must be meant of arts 
that have nothing solid and substantial about them, but aim at mere outside 
show, ostentatious and hollow, prÚw dÒjan contrasted with prÚw élÆyeian”; 
and though parenthetically he glosses prÚw dÒjan as “directed to tÚ doke›n, 
mere outward show, not tÚ e‰nai,” he softens the outcome in translation by 
rendering the offending sentence: “But since the entire study and business of 
Rhetoric is directed to mere opinion, is unscientific” (7). In fact, one might 

34 In the Politics 8.6 (1340b20ff.) Aristotle takes up the question whether the education 
of freeborn youth prÚw éretÆn should include mousikê. The inquiry, addressing itself 
to those who claim that it is a menial occupation, suggests that mousikê is beneficial, so 
long as the degree to which it is practiced is carefully regulated. At 1341b8–18, explain-
ing the opprobrium that falls on professional education, Aristotle makes clear that what 
associates a trade with the adjective phortikos (and, in this case, also earns it the label 
yhtikÒw) is the focus on the hearers, specifically, on their pleasure, which is compared 
unfavorably with personal aretê, so that “professional” practice is rendered illiberal: “for 
base is the target at which they aim.” A yeatØw fortikÒw corrupts the texn›tai who ply 
their trade with him in view. Cf. 1342a18–21, Plato’s Laws II 659b–c, and especially Plato’s 
Gorgias 512e5–13c2, with its insistence on the necessary conformity (as mimhtÆw) of the 
orator to his audience and their polite¤a, if he desires to wield influence in the city (m°ga 
dÊnasyai §n tª pÒlei, 513a3–4).

35 Cf. 1355a21–23, a passage whose text is the object of much disagreement, but whose 
implications ultimately are surprisingly tolerant of the various options. See further 
below, p. 121.
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even question his comparandum, for Rackham’s LCL translation of Eudemian 
Ethics 1215a29–30 is not “ostentatious” or “hollow,” but the far more neutral 
“pursued only for reputation.” (Reputation and truth need not be at odds.) 
Since the semantic range of doxa is broad enough indeed to allow for “show,” 
“ostentation” (should the context call for it), it might be inadvisable to look 
for guidance in the Eudemian Ethics, especially when the statement needing 
clarification contains a sweeping characterization of oratory as a tekhnê, and 
the Rhetoric itself does not fail to provide us with parallels that make the 
present one clear.

Let us consider again the opposition between prÚw élÆyeian and prÚw 
dÒjan, adduced by Cope in support of his “ostentatious and hollow.” This 
opposition does, in fact, occur at 1365b1, in the seventh chapter of Rhetoric I, 
where Aristotle considers greater and smaller in connection with the potential 
disagreement between opposing parties over the degree of significance of a 
matter that is the object of debate. The abstract greater and smaller are illus-
trated with particular oppositions, such as often versus seldom, proper versus 
acquired, or ends versus means. The polarity that now occupies us (“what has 
respect to truth is greater than what has respect to doxa”) is just one of these, 
and the philosopher offers the following clarification: “The definition of re-
lated to opinion is what a person would not choose if he were going to escape 
notice. As a result, to get a benefit would seem to be more [often] chosen than 
to do good; for a person will choose the former even if it escapes [others’] 
notice, but it is not the general view that one would choose to do good secretly. 
And things people wish to exist in reality [are preferable] to their semblance; 
for they are more related to truth. Thus, people say that even justice is a small 
thing, because it rather seems to be preferable than is. But this is not the case 
with health.”36 Aristotle could not be clearer: that has respect to doxa which 
one would not choose when likely to escape others’ notice. The focus is clearly 
on appearances in a social context—what we might call “social pretense” if 
“pretense” did not carry such negative connotations. The concern is arguably 
for one’s reputation in society, for affecting the views that others have of us, 
for creating a social standing or managing our neighbors’ attitudes towards 
us. To use Aristotle’s own word as I believe he conceives of it, this would be 
a matter of phantasia, of how we appear, of being aware of and trying to 

36 Kennedy ad loc. (his emphasis). ˜row d¢ toË prÚw dÒjan, ˘ lanyãnein m°llvn 
oÈk ín ßloito: diÚ ka‹ tÚ eÔ pãsxein toË eÔ poie›n dÒjeien ín aflret≈teron e‰nai: 
tÚ m¢n går kín lanyãn˙ aflrÆsetai, poie›n d' eÔ lanyãnvn oÈ doke› ín •l°syai. 
ka‹ ˜sa e‰nai mçllon µ doke›n boÊlontai: prÚw élÆyeian går mçllon: diÚ ka‹ tØn 
dikaiosÊnhn fas‹ mikrÚn e‰nai, ˜ti doke›n µ e‰nai aflret≈teron: tÚ d¢ Ígia¤nein oÎ 
(1365b1–8).



111The Meaning and Function of Phantasia in Aristotle’s Rhetoric III.1

control the impact one’s behavior has on the way we come across, of giving 
expression to a particular êthos in a manner, if not so technically proficient as 
that of a professional orator, yet not entirely different in kind from it.37 Such 
phantasia could, of course, involve empty show and ostentation, but it need 
not do so; and it has a legitimate claim on our interest as social beings. The 
examples point this out well: doing good versus faring well, or even justice 
versus health. No sham is involved in the act of conferring benefits on others: 
the suggestion is not that it looks as if someone is doing good while he is not; 
the point is simply that the benefaction is done with an eye to the profit that 
accrues to one’s reputation with his neighbors. As to the latter opposition 
(i.e. justice versus health), no one would insist on a necessary connection 
between doing justice and mere outward show or ostentation;38 but, clearly, 
whether a person or action is just is subject to debate and opinion in ways 
that the physical condition of a man—healthy or diseased—is not. It is in 
this sense, because it is open to judgment and pretension, that justice is said 
to be “a small thing.” The overriding concern, therefore, is with reputation, 
with social appearances (one might say êthos), and this is precisely what prÚw 
dÒjan is intended to convey.39

37 Though here phantasia and fa¤nesyai do not themselves occur, we have several 
instances of their semantic opposite in this context, viz. lanyãnv.

38 As scholars have suggested, the choice of justice as an illustration might hint at an 
ongoing polemic with some of the more outrageous sophists, who may have publicly 
owned appearing just preferable to actually being so. (The fas¤ would then have specific 
subjects in view, which the reader in turn would be expected to identify. Thus, e.g., in 
Plato’s Republic II 362e4–363a5 Adeimantos notes that parents commend justice for the 
good repute that accrues from it and the benefits that attend on such public esteem [cf. 
365b4–7, 366d7–e5, and 367b6–c1].) This would go some ways towards explaining the 
statement, ˜ti doke›n µ e‰nai aflret≈teron. It would, indeed, be surprisingly if this ap-
parently sweeping and rather pessimistic judgment represented the view of the common 
man. Or are we to believe that most Athenians really thought the appearance of justice 
more desirable than its reality?

39 Translators agree, rendering prÚw dÒjan at 1404a1 “to influence opinion” (Freese), 
“with opinion” (Kennedy), “auf die Meinung abzielt” (Rapp), “ne s’attache qu’à l’opinion” 
(Dufour and Wartelle). Jebb’s “aims at appearance” and Tovar’s “apariencia” approach 
Cope, but show greater restraint as neither carries the negative connotations of “show” 
and “ostentation.” Indeed, both can be argued to imply “opinion” and hence are, in my 
view, acceptable equivalents. Of the other occurrences of doxa in the Rhetoric, those at 
1360b22, 1362b20, 1367a17, 1368b23, 1371a16, 1388a2, 1388a7, and 1404a25 clearly 
(1397b28 probably) carry the meaning “reputation” (cf. also 1372b21–22); at 1381b20 
tå prÚw dÒjan (as 1381b31 makes clear) refers to anything that affects the opinion the 
public has of us (hence our “reputation”), and is opposed to tå prÚw élÆyeian, “what is 
actually true,” for there may, of course, be a gap between one’s reputation and one’s true 
character; at 1384a20–25 too the argument hinges on “loss of reputation” (per‹ édoj¤aw), 
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Another reason to reject the extreme translation of phantasia is the state-
ment that “the matter of lexis has some small [but] necessary part in every 
didaskal¤a” (1404a9). Here didaskalia is preferred to tekhnê, I think, because 
of the demonstrative nature of oratorical practice. Aristotle probably has 
in mind the centrality of “proof” to trial and deliberative assembly (and, in 
smaller measure, to epideictic argumentation).40 And, in this restricted sense, 
the speaker can be said to “teach” his audience the relevant facts—just as the 
geometer (the philosopher’s illustration) can be said to prove a particular 
theorem. For the former, however, the demonstration is prÚw tÚn ékroatÆn, 
whereas the latter does it, so to speak, prÚw aÍtÒn. Hence the diÚ oÈde‹w oÏtv 
gevmetre›n didãskei: not that the geometrical proof cannot be directed at 
others; but that, by the nature of its reasoning, it is either correct or incor-
rect; and, if the former, it is so for one and all—the geometer as much as 
anyone else. Not so in the case of a rhetorical demonstration, which can be 
compelling to one, yet fail to convince another.41 This is why he writes, éll' 
ëpanta fantas¤a taËt' §st‹ ka‹ prÚw tÚn ékroatÆn, where I do not, as 
others, punctuate with a comma before ka¤, which I take as adverbial, not 

an opinion (dÒja) men heed only on account of those who hold it (ofl dojãzontew); 
“opinion” is the proper rendering too at 1369a22, 1377b3, 1378b11, 1391b23, 1395b3, 
1403a32, and 1412a28 (here best translated “expectation”), and perhaps at 1384b23 
(though I rather incline, with Kennedy, to “reputation”). (The well known idiomatic 
parå dÒjan needs no discussion.) The only other relevant section is Rh. II.1, whose 
principal thrust is the importance of showing oneself to be, and rendering the kritês, of 
a certain type (1377b23–24, the former pertains to êthos, the latter to pathos). The point 
is constructing a convincing persona, articulating and sustaining a particular view of 
oneself, managing one’s reputation with his hearers, how one comes across: hence the 
recurrence of fa¤nesyai (at 1377b26, 29, 31; 1378a4, 16).

40 Note the similar use in the Poetics at 1456b5 (and Lucas, 1968, ad loc.). See also 
Plato’s Gorgias 453d7–54e2, where both rhetoric and didaskalika‹ t°xnai are said to 
work conviction (they are peiyoËw dhmiourgo¤, 453e4–5). For Socrates, however, the 
parallel between them breaks down when it comes to truth-value: whereas pistis can be 
false, mathêsis (the goal of didaskein) cannot.

41 The same distinction is implicit at 1355a24–29, where we learn that not even forti-
fied with the sharpest knowledge (§pistÆmh) would a speaker be able to convince all. 
Cf. Soph. el. I.2 (165b1–9) and Top. 159a28–30. Where didaskalia is involved, the teacher 
brings out the clear and necessary consequences of a subject’s own peculiar principles, 
and he secures the necessary assent of the learner. This can well happen in the formal 
instruction of an epistêmê (say, geometry), given a pupil of the requisite ability; but it 
is hardly possible with each and every member of a given audience, and certainly not 
so where considerations of êthos and pathos play a role: then we are reduced to using 
common notions (tå koinã) to make our arguments (pisteis and logoi). See Rapp 2002: 
2.92–95 and Grimaldi 1980: 28–29.
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conjunctive;42 for phantasia is present even in the study of geometry43—and 
hence cannot be “mere show” or “ostentation”—but there it is prÚw aÍtÒn, 
not prÚw tÚn ékroatÆn, as in the case of rhetoric or, more broadly, wherever 
teaching takes place and the instructive and persuasive aspects of any tekhnê 
are called into action.44

phantasia in aristotle’s oeuvre
A final reason to oppose “mere show,” “ostentation” for phantasia lies in the use 
Aristotle commonly makes of this term. The initial suggestion that in Rheto-
ric 1404a11 phantasia meant “pomp, ostentation” goes back to Freudenthal 
(1863: 17–18) and his attempt to explain the restriction “if we are not speak-
ing metaphorically” in De anima (=DA) 428a1–4. Nussbaum (1978: 254), the 
one scholar after Cope principally responsible for popularizing Freudenthal’s 
idea,45 realizes that it renders trivial Aristotle’s comment in De anima: 

[H]e seems to be saying, ‘Assuming when we say phantasia we mean the faculty 
in virtue of which we are appeared to in such-and-such a way, and we are not 
using the transferred sense according to which it means (mere) show, then it 
can be said that in virtue of phantasia we tell truth or falsehood—whereas to 
say, “in virtue of ostentatiousness we tell truth or falsehood” would be silly.’ It 
will be objected that this is a trivial point. But for Aristotle it is never trivial to 
recognize all the senses of a word. 

42 My argument, of course, does not turn merely on a matter of punctuation—whether 
a comma should precede the ka¤. But understanding phantasia as “ostentation” has re-
cently been helped by a tendency to weaken ever so slightly the immediacy of its connection 
in this sentence to the hearer: “all this is mere show, and [all of it is directed] towards the 
hearer.” But if, as I claim, Aristotle has in view the orator’s crafting of phantasmata for 
the hearing (and viewing) of his audience, one might expect him to say éll' ëpanta 
fantas¤a taËt' §st‹ prÚw tÚn ékroatÆn. And he could further emphasize the target of 
this phantasia by placing an adverbial ka¤ before prÒw. This, I submit, is precisely the case; 
and if such is the point of the phrase, the editor should not punctuate with a pause after 
§st¤. Omitting the comma by itself does not, of course, prejudice the interpretation and 
would be the safest editorial choice: hence neither Bekker, nor Spengel, Roemer, or Kassel, 
not even Cope and Sandys feature the comma; Ross and Dufour and Wartelle do. Yet a 
translation, when there is one, often makes the structure of the editor’s thought clear.

43 Cf. De Mem. 449b30–450a1: per‹ fantas¤aw e‡rhtai prÒteron §n to›w per‹ cux∞w, 
ka‹ noe›n oÈk ¶stin êneu fantãsmatow; and 450a4–5: ka‹ ı no«n …saÊtvw, kín mØ 
posÚn noª, t¤yetai prÚ Ùmmãtvn posÒn, noe› d' oÈx √ posÒn.

44 Cf. 1355b28 and Grimaldi’s 1980: 36 comment apropos peistikÆ. For the twofold 
relation of a speech prÚw tå prãgmata and prÚw toÁw ékroatãw, cf. Theophrastos’s 
fragments 64 and 65 in Wimmer 1862 (or 78 in Fortenbaugh et al. 1985).

45 Cf. Cope (1877) ad Rh. I.11.6.
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This last observation notwithstanding, the point is trivial, and it is hard to 
believe that Aristotle would have felt the need to preclude such a misunder-
standing—not to mention that, as argued below (p. 116), this meaning was 
simply not commonly available until the much later time of Polybios.46 This is 
not the place to conduct a survey of the intricate and extensive scholarly debate 
on Aristotle’s concept of phantasia.47 Some have even questioned whether he 
held a single, consistent view of its meaning throughout his works.48 But if one 
can detect some measure of disjunction between (and at times even within) 
his various works, this takes place against a background of overall conceptual 
coherence. It is, at any rate, clear that the meaning alleged by Cope, and widely 
accepted by other translators, cannot be paralleled in any other passage of 
Aristotle. Thus, Wedin (1988: 68) notes: “Following Freudenthal, [Nussbaum] 
remarks that fantas¤a can mean ‘(mere) show, pomp, ostentatiousness’ and 
argues that this is the metaphorical sense meant in [De anima] 428a1–4. The 
remark on the point of usage is acceptable, but that 428a2 counts as a case 
in point is, I submit, mistaken. An initial reservation is that only one passage 
in Aristotle can be marshaled in support of the Freudenthal reading, namely 
Rhetorica 1404a11” (my emphasis).

But, even if they do not go so far as to adopt “mere show” or “pomp,” several 
scholars move in that direction by arguing in favor of a strictly non-technical 
“appearance.” Thus, Halliwell (1993: 59 n. 16) remarks that the term is not 
used in its “psychological sense, but [taken] to mean merely ‘appearance’, as 
at Sophistic Refutations 4.165b25.” My problem with this comment is that his 
otherwise unobjectionable “merely ‘appearance’”—where “appearance” can be 
neutral enough simply to denote “what appears to the thinking (or sensing) 
subject”—seems to connote “mere appearance,” which in turn is glossed by 
“show”; thus we move quickly from “appearance” to the objectionable “mere 
ostentation or show,” the very meaning that cannot be substantiated from 
any Aristotelian passage—unless, of course, one chooses to call “mere show” 
any appearance that happens to be false (as phantasia can certainly be). The 
locus adduced in support is a case in point: ¶sti d¢ tå m¢n parå tØn l°jin 
§mpoioËnta tØn fantas¤an ©j tÚn ériymÒn: taËta d' §st‹n ımvnum¤a, 
émffibol¤a, sÊnyesiw, dia¤resiw, prosƒd¤a, sx∞ma l°jevw (165b24–27). 
Doubtless here the “appearance” in question is false: false logic is the focus of 

46 For a better solution to what Aristotle means by katå metaforãn, see Wedin 1988: 
69–70.

47 A debate, however, that has overlooked almost entirely Rh. III.1. For helpful over-
views see, e.g., Rees 1971, Schofield 1992, Watson 1988, and Wedin 1988. For a partial 
bibliographical update see Fedele 1999 and Riccardo 1999.

48 Cf. Frede 1992: 279–82.
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the treatise, a point its opening reiterates by referring to ofl fainÒmenoi ¶legxoi 
(164a20–21) and sullogismo¤, ofl d' oÈk ˆntew dokoËsi (164a23–24). But, 
there is nothing here of “mere ostentation,” for the superficiality of false rea-
soning is quite another from the “sensual show” alleged at Rhetoric 1404a11. 
Sophistic Refutations is not, after all, an ethical treatise that looks into the 
motivations of deceitful sophists in order to condemn them for their osten-
tation. Furthermore, I fail to see why this instance of phantasia (or the one 
at 168b19) should not have “its psychological sense.”49 For Aristotle himself 
draws the parallel between the inexperienced, who reasons and refutes falsely, 
and “those who view things from a distance” (164b27), a formulation strongly 
reminiscent of the passage in De anima (428b17–22) where, discussing why 
phantasia can be false, Aristotle distinguishes between perception of tå 
‡dia and perception of the afisyhtã to which these ‡dia belong:50 “As to the 
whiteness of an object, sense is never mistaken, but it may be mistaken as to 
whether the white object is this thing or something else.”51 This comment must 
in turn be read against 430b29–30: “But just as sight perception of a proper 
object (tÚ ‡dion) is [always] true, while [our perception] whether the white 
thing is or is not a man is not always true, so it is with immaterial objects.” 
Thus, when Aristotle mentions the error of “those who view things from a 
distance,” De anima leads me to believe that most likely he has in mind the 
false phantasma that results from viewing an object from too far. I might add 
that the sources of false phantasia in Soph. el. 165b26–27, “the ambiguity of 
a term, the ambiguity of a proposition, the possibility of wrong disjunction, 
the possibility of wrong conjunction, the possibility of wrong accentuation, 
and similarity of termination” (Poste’s, 1866, translation ad loc.), have their 
grounds in aural or visual phantasia.52 Such errors come from the applica-
tion of nous to what one hears or reads (the phantasmata), e.g. in syntactic or 
semantic parsing, where learning (and hence memory) and deductive logic 
are involved. This would seem to me to fall squarely under the psychological 
sense of phantasia.53

Fortenbaugh 2002: 96–100, too, adopts an approach similar to Halliwell’s 
in order to oppose the analysis of human emotions as “phantasia apart from 
belief”: he denies any “scientific” intent in Aristotle’s account of phantasia in 
the Rhetoric (citing in support, as Halliwell, Soph. el. 164a20–24). Accordingly, 

49 LSJ s.v. 1.b places 165b25 under “less scientifically, appearance,” still not its fourth 
division “parade, ostentation.”

50 On ‡dia see below, p. 123.
51 Hicks’s 1907 translation: ad 428b21–22.
52 Concerning non-visual phantasmata, see Frede 1992: 285.
53 Note also Halliwell’s 1993: 60 n.19 self-corrective.
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any references to “appearance” would not pertain to the “biological faculty of 
phantasia” (ibid. 96): recognizing that courts and assemblies make decisions 
on the grounds of probabilities, not certain knowledge, the philosopher “is 
careful to speak of what appears to be the case,” thus “calling attention to the 
fact that human emotions are caused by beliefs, which may or may not be 
true” (ibid. 97). But I fail to see why such a stance would prevent phantasia 
from being the psychological faculty more fully (and precisely) discussed 
in De anima. Of course it is possible to use fa¤nesyai without implying 
any particular psychological framework: the word, by itself, will not settle 
whether its register is technical or colloquial, nor, if technical, the degree of 
precision invoked. But Fortenbaugh elides the fact that not only the verb 
but also the noun, phantasia, is used, for which it is harder to argue a col-
loquial meaning devoid of any technical import. That Aristotle associates 
phantasia and a‡syhsiw at Rhetoric 1370a28–30, in fact, seems to militate 
against a strictly colloquial register for the verb and its noun, even in the 
context of the oratorical treatise. I would argue, moreover, that, considering 
the philosopher’s undeniable interest in the epistemological role of phantasia, 
one should assume, ceteris paribus, that in the rhetorical context of truth-
seeking and decision-making fa¤nesyai is more likely to bear a degree of 
technical precision than to be strictly colloquial, “unscientific,” and devoid 
of psychological overtones. It seems to me that Fortenbaugh’s rationale for 
a cleavage between De anima and the Rhetoric (see, e.g., Fortenbaugh, 2002: 
100) is the distinction drawn in DA III.3 between phantasia and doxa, which 
allows a degree of psychological detachment to a subject who, pondering his 
phantasia, denies it conviction (the pistis that accompanies doxa), resisting its 
implications (as when, looking at a picture, we know—however horrifying 
the depiction—that we need not flee from it as if from imminent danger). 
But it is precisely this effect of attachment to or detachment from a particular 
“view” that opponents at law try to induce among the jury. Once rhetorical 
persuasion is achieved, the “picture” carries the conviction of truth and action 
follows. Naturally, Aristotle need not raise in the Rhetoric aspects of phantasia 
that follow from non-rational animals’ possession of this faculty, since the 
purview of oratory is strictly logos-endowed man.54

Now, it is not only the case that the works of Aristotle fail to produce a single 
instance for which “ostentatiousness” correctly translates phantasia: in fact 
such a meaning finds no parallel in the literature before Aristotle’s time. The 
closest approach is the use of the verb fantãzein (not the noun phantasia) in 

54 Cf. the helpful analysis in Rapp 2002: 2.575 and 2.621 (ad Rh. 1382a21).



117The Meaning and Function of Phantasia in Aristotle’s Rhetoric III.1

Hdt. 7.10e,55 a context in which, it is true, “to show oneself” may be deemed 
less compelling than “to make an arrogant display of oneself.” But we are 
simply not entitled to read our view of what is contextually compelling into 
the received lexical meaning of a term—a meaning, besides, that in this case 
quite adequately suits the context—unless we can support the correspond-
ing modification of or extension to the lexicon by additional instances that 
clearly require it. Here it is not so. Artabanos’s comment hinges on the contrast 
between Íper°xonta z“a, “prominent animals,” and smikrã, “small”: god 
strikes the former with his thunderbolts and does not allow them to show 
themselves—a hyperbole allowed for its exemplary value. Some might draw 
the inference that “prominent animals” are “creatures of greatness,” wont “to 
display their pride” (to quote A. D. Godley’s LCL translation): in their eyes, 
this may color fantãzesyai, whose proper meaning is “to appear,” with a 
note of arrogance. But if so, such semantic coloring is strictly contextual and 
this instance per se should not receive its own lemma in the lexicon (LSJ s.v. 
II.2). To be sure, such hypothetical contextual color would resemble the late 
use of fantas¤a for “outward show” and “ostentation”—for which there are, 
however, no examples before Aristotle, and which, in my view, the alleged 
passage of the Rhetoric does not illustrate either. Indeed, even if for the sake 
of argument one should grant the validity of the acceptation of the LSJ “to 
make a show,” one cannot argue convincingly from what would be, under 
those circumstances, a single, exceptional meaning of the verb fantãzein 
in Herodotos56 that its corresponding noun, phantasia, also in that same 
exceptional sense, was conceptually available to Aristotle; and, furthermore, 
that he actually used phantasia with that anomalous meaning once and only 
once in his entire oeuvre, departing in so doing from other senses frequently 
attested elsewhere in his works. I find this unpersuasive, especially when the 
number of such instances of phantasia exceed one hundred, giving more 
than ample scope for potential parallels—parallels that fail to materialize. 

55 Warning Xerxes about the peril of rash arrogance, Artabanos remarks: ıròw tå 
Íper°xonta z“a …w kerauno› ı yeÚw oÈd¢ §ò fantãzesyai, tå d¢ smikrå oÈd°n min 
kn¤zei. How and Wells 1912 ad loc. write: “[P]roperly show oneself (iv.124.2; vii.15.2); 
here se ostentare, ‘make a show of oneself ’,” noting, moreover, its agreement with Poly-
bios’ usage.

56 I have not been able to turn up any other incontrovertible use of the verb in this 
peculiar sense before Aristotle. As to the noun phantasia, the only other text cited by 
LSJ s.v. 4 that, in the opinion of some, might lend credence to the modern consensus 
on Rh. 1404a11 is [Hippokrates’] Decorum 7, which indeed belongs under “ostentation” 
(cf. Jouanna 1999: 75–111). But according to a recent detailed linguistic study by Valdés 
(1992), “with a fair degree of certainty” the earliest possible date for this treatise is the 
second century ad (p. 304).
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Are we really to believe on the basis of a precedent so slim that, at best, only 
one Herodotean passage can be adduced for it that Aristotle departed from 
the received meaning of the noun and his own usage elsewhere, attested by 
so many passages? Admitting such a departure would only be justified under 
rather stringent contextual constraints, i.e., only if the local context should 
categorically demand it. I have already listed several reasons that, in fact, sug-
gest that no such necessity obtains. My case will be further strengthened if I 
can show that the philosopher’s use of phantasia elsewhere also suits Rhetoric 
III.1: this I shall do presently.57 Aristotle’s interest, our critics notwithstanding, 
is with the psychology of perception and the mediating role phantasia plays 
between sense perception (a‡syhsiw) and judgment (ÍpÒlhciw): “Imagina-
tion, in fact, is something different both from perception and from thought, 
and is never found by itself apart from perception, any more than is belief 
apart from imagination” (DA 427b14–16).58 If rhetoric studies the means for 
persuasive speech, surely its practical goal is to persuade or dissuade the audi-
ence; hence, in its polis setting and at the level of civic action, rhetoric becomes 
a legitimate object of interest in the study of “animal motion,” though here 
the z“on in question is one that possesses phônê and logos and is eminently 
politikon. It is in this context that phantasia and phantasmata—their generic 
role in voluntary movement—enter into the considerations of the orator and 
the teacher of oratory.

57 Quite apart from the uniqueness of Hdt. 7.10e and the reasons just offered for a 
reading of fantãzesyai sensu stricto, it is pertinent to remember that verbs and nouns 
do not always possess the same semantic range. In this connection, Martínez Hernández 
1997: 196 criticizes precisely the failure to keep lexical fields and lexical spheres separate, as 
when verbs and nouns are mixed, forgetting “[el] carácter paradigmático del campo, que 
exige establecer las oposiciones sobre las que se estructura entre lexemas de una sola clase” 
(cf. Coseriu and Geckeler 1981: 56–59). To illustrate this point, one need only consider 
poi°v, po¤hsiw, and poihtÆw, which have areas of overlap and disjunction; or, to use an 
English example, the word “trip”: its noun, widely used for “short journey,” now rarely 
(if ever) for “a nimble step” or “a stumble”; its verb, in turn, hardly ever for “making a 
trip or excursion.” There are also adjectives without corresponding verbs (“pregnant” is 
very common; “pregnate” rare and obsolete, “impregnate” taking its place), verbs without 
their nouns (“cleave,” “to part,” owns “cleft”; but “cleave,” “to adhere,” lacks a noun), etc. 
On such gaps, see Geckeler 1976: 158–60 or Gutiérrez Ordóñez 1989: 104–5. Lexical se-
mantics is too complex to allow for unexamined extrapolations. Not even when, in their 
full diachronic sweep, a verb and its noun are attested with one and the same meaning 
should their synchrony be assumed. (On this caution cf. Coseriu 1981: 109–13.) Cf., 
further, Schofield 1992: 251 n. 11.

58 Hicks’s 1907 translation ad loc. fantas¤a går ßteron ka‹ afisyÆsevw ka‹ diano¤aw, 
aÏth te oÈ g¤gnetai êneu afisyÆsevw, ka‹ êneu taÊthw oÈk ¶stin ÍpÒlhciw. Cf. DA 
427b27–28.
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But before we consider the Rhetoric’s own engagement with phantasia, 
we must briefly survey statements elsewhere that illuminate the conceptual 
background of this word. A convenient starting point is DA 433b27–30: 
“Thus, then, in general terms, as already stated, the animal is capable of mov-
ing itself just in so far as it is appetitive: and it cannot be appetitive without 
imagination. Now imagination may be rational or it may be imagination 
of sense. Of the latter the other animals also have a share.”59 This passage 
teaches us that motion must be traced to desire, desire that is not without 
phantasia; and that phantasia can be categorized as to its connection with 
either logos or perception.60 Such logistikØ fantas¤a recalls a later sec-
tion of the same work61 which speaks of ≤ bouleutikØ [fantas¤a] §n to›w 
logistiko›w (434a7), “the deliberative phantasia in rational beings”: using 
reason a man decides whether he will do this or that (pursuing the greater 
good), and proves that he is not moving éor¤stvw (434a4), like the lowest 
animals, but measuring by a single standard; thus it follows that he is able, 
from many phantasmata, to fashion one course of action.62 The operative 
word here is bouleutikê, which highlights the corresponding role assigned to 

59 Hicks’s 1907 translation ad loc. ˜lvw m¢n oÔn, Àsper e‡rhtai, √ ÙrektikÚn tÚ 
z“on, taÊt˙ aÍtoË kinhtikÒn: ÙrektikÚn d¢ oÈk êneu fantas¤aw: fantas¤a d¢ pçsa 
µ logistikØ µ afisyhtikÆ. taÊthw m¢n oÔn ka‹ tå êlla z“a met°xei.

60 Though the µ...≥ are disjunctive, the alternatives need not be mutually exclusive: 
they may simply offer two complementary ways of viewing any phantasia, ways that 
depend on the point of view chosen. That is to say, even the logistikÆ may, on further 
consideration, turn out to be connected to a‡syhsiw in a manner still to be determined 
(cf. DA 432a3–10). On this point, see Wedin 1988: 114 and Labarrière 1984: 47 n. 32.

61 DA 434a5–10: ≤ m¢n oÔn afisyhtikØ fantas¤a, Àsper e‡rhtai, ka‹ §n to›w êl-
loiw z–oiw Ípãrxei, ≤ d¢ bouleutikØ §n to›w logistiko›w (pÒteron går prãjei tÒde µ 
tÒde, logismoË ≥dh §st‹n ¶rgon: ka‹ énãgkh •n‹ metre›n: tÚ me›zon går di≈kei: Àste 
dÊnatai ©n §k pleiÒnvn fantasmãtvn poie›n).

62 With Wedin 1988: 82–83, I take “deliberative imagination” to mean “imagination 
connected with deliberation,” just as the logistikê is that connected with logos, without 
prejudicing the question whether such “imagination” always preexists reflection or else 
can also be forged by the deliberative process. There is no clear proof here of phantasia 
as functionally complete, and Wedin’s 1988: 45–63 proposal may stand. This conclusion 
holds even if we understand the ßn of ©n §k pleiÒnvn fantasmãtvn as ©n [fãntasma], 
for deliberation would still have the active role. At any rate, it is clear from DA 434a10–11 
(ka‹ a‡tion toËto toË dÒjan mØ doke›n ¶xein, ˜ti tØn §k sullogismoË oÈk ¶xei) that 
the mind indeed constructs phantasmata through its deliberative faculty, for, contra Wedin 
1988: 147 n. 60, we must read tØn §k sullogismoË as tØn §k sullogismoË [fantas¤an], 
as Hicks 1907: 567 and Nussbaum 1978: 264 n. 66 (among many) point out. Cf. De Mem. 
453a14: tÚ bouleÊesyai sullogismÒw t¤w §stin.
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phantasia in deliberating a course of action.63 There is only a small distance 
from this to a corresponding symbuleutic, i.e. social, dimension, as the orator 
artfully crafts phantasmata that will prompt his hearers to do this or that. 
This argument precludes the facile criticism that rhetoric merely addresses 
itself to no more than the passions of the audience, in a manipulative attempt 
to elicit behavior that is as irrational (or less than rational) as it is beneficial 
to the speaker (just as “desire” is said at times to overpower boÊlhsiw, DA 
434a12–13). No; the text tells us plainly that choosing a plan of action is the 
work of logismÒw, and, in so doing, promotes phantasia (with its ethical and 
emotional components and the lexis that expresses them) to a cardinal tool 
of the rhetorical task.

For Aristotle, then, phantasia—the soul’s [re]presentational64 device—me-
diates between sense perception and the critical faculties65 that, apprehending 
the object as desirable or undesirable, move one towards or away from it. But 
afisyÆmata are not the only immediate sources of phantasmata: hope and 
memory too are associated with phantasia,66 and more generally logos and 
noêsis: tå m¢n går Ùrganikå m°rh paraskeuãzei §pithde¤vw tå pãyh, ≤ d' 
ˆrejiw tå pãyh, tØn d' ̂ rejin ≤ fantas¤a: aÏth d¢ g¤netai µ diå noÆsevw 
µ di' afisyÆsevw (De motu an. 702a17–19). The causal chain is: “thought” or 
“sense perception” → phantasia → “desire” → “bodily affections” → motion. 
As the translation indicates, in the previous passage the word pathê stands 
for bodily changes (chillings and heatings),67 not for the psychic affections 
that attend phantasia and are studied in Rhetoric II (see below, p. 124). These 
latter pathê would not follow, but precede, desire; in other words, they would 
constitute motivations for judgments or actions.68 Perception and thought are 
“critical” faculties the soul uses to judge: ≤ cuxØ katå dÊo Àristai dunãmeiw 

63 Cf. DA 431b6–8: ıt¢ d¢ to›w §n tª cuxª fantãsmasin µ noÆmasin, Àsper ır«n, 
log¤zetai ka‹ bouleÊetai tå m°llonta prÚw tå parÒnta. Clearly, these phantasmata 
are logistika and bouleutika.

64 Though my analysis does not depend for its validity on it, I am attracted to Wedin’s 
1988 view of phantasia as functionally incomplete (cf. DA 429a1–2) and co-occurring 
with actual exercises of functionally complete faculties (see his chapter 2 for an explica-
tion). Thus I also follow his use of brackets for “[re]presentation,” which is intended, 
he notes, “to alert the reader to the fact that I am not foisting on Aristotle the view that 
we do not actually perceive objects but only make inferences to them from Hume-like 
images” (Wedin 1988: 17 n.27).

65 DA 431a14–15: tª d¢ dianohtikª cuxª tå fantãsmata oÂon afisyÆmata 
Ípãrxei.

66 Rh. 1370a29–30. On this passage and its context see below, p. 124.
67 Cf. Nussbaum 1978: 154 n. 19.
68 On pathê influencing judgment as opposed to action see Striker 1996: 292–93.
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≤ t«n z–vn, t“ te kritik“, ˘ diano¤aw ¶rgon §st‹ ka‹ afisyÆsevw... (DA 
432a15–16); and if phantasia according to Aristotle depends on perception, 
and thought, in turn, cannot happen without it,69 it should not surprise us 
to read the following: “Now we see that the movers of the animal are reason-
ing and phantasia and choice and wish and appetite. And all of these can be 
reduced to thought and desire. For both phantasia and sense-perception hold 
the same place as thought, since all are concerned with making distinctions 
(kritikã)” (De motu an. 700b17–21).70 It can hardly be accidental that, in 
arguing for the usefulness of rhetoric, Aristotle should censure kriseis that 
happen mØ katå tÚ pros∞kon (Rh. 1355a22–23), implying that “the agent 
responsible for permitting the bad judgments is a rhetoric which does not 
achieve its perfection as rhetoric, and thus fails to realize its usefulness” 
(Grimaldi 1980: 27). Though “judgments” here are the decisions of the courts, 
these are but the social expression (at the civic level) of the individual’s proper 
use of his own faculties of judgment.71

This line of reasoning is of a piece with Aristotle’s division of the soul into 
two parts: one that possesses logos, the other alogon (EN 1102a27–28). The 
former he divides further into the epistêmonikon, which studies things whose 
principles (érxa¤) cannot be otherwise, and the logistikon, which makes calcu-
lating (log¤zesyai) and deliberating (bouleÊesyai) its task (EN 1139a3–8): 
tÚ går bouleÊesyai ka‹ log¤zesyai taÈtÒn, oÈde‹w d¢ bouleÊetai per‹ 
t«n mØ §ndexom°nvn êllvw ¶xein (EN 1139a12–14). Drawing our attention 
to the appearance of epistêmonikon at DA 434a16, Labarrière 1984: 30 plau-
sibly argues that the subdivision of the soul with logos is in view throughout 
this section of De anima, where the philosopher discusses the logistikØ 
fantas¤a. The effect of this terminology is to underline the involvement of 
logos—ratio and oratio—as nous makes use of the corresponding phantasmata 

69 DA 431a16–17: diÚ oÈd°pote noe› êneu fantãsmatow ≤ cuxÆ.
70 Nussbaum’s 1978 translation ad loc. ır«men d¢ tå kinoËnta tÚ z“on diãnoian ka‹ 

fantas¤an ka‹ proa¤resin ka‹ boÊlhsin ka‹ §piyum¤an. taËta d¢ pãnta énãgetai 
efiw noËn ka‹ ˆrejin. ka‹ går ≤ fantas¤a ka‹ ≤ a‡syhsiw tØn aÈtØn t“ n“ x≈ran 
¶xousin: kritikå går pãnta. Citing a study by John Cooper, Nussbaum 1978: 334 
notes that “there is no need to interpret [kr¤nein] as implying that any kind of explicit 
or reflective judgment is taking place—and in particular … it need not be associated 
with ‘explicit verbal performance or the disposition to such’—as indeed we can readily 
infer from [Aristotle’s] ascription of kr¤nein to animals.” The point is well taken. But a 
restriction necessary in the case of animals without logos must not disallow the otherwise 
legitimate implications of the philosopher’s statement for the social world of the polis. 
Therefore, I think it is right to consider his analysis in the context of krisis that involves 
discursive thought and decision making.

71 Cf. Rh. 1377b20–22, which plainly states that ßneka kr¤se≈w §stin ≤ =htorikÆ.
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in forming a hypolêpsis. Like Plato before him (but with greater conceptual 
clarity)72 Aristotle placed desire in the sphere of logos, and therefore made it, 
in some measure, the object of persuasion and rational appeal. We find this 
clearly stated at Rhetoric 1370a18–27: §piyum¤a (which he defines as “a desire 
for what is pleasant”) can be alogos or metå lÒgou;73 the former kind does not 
come §k toË Ípolambãnein, “from forming an opinion” (e.g. hunger, thirst, 
or sleep); of the latter kind, he writes: metå lÒgou d¢ ̃ saw §k toË peisy∞nai 
§piyumoËsin: pollå går ka‹ yeãsasyai ka‹ ktÆsasyai §piyumoËsin 
ékoÊsantew ka‹ peisy°ntew (1370a25–27). Thus, the craving in this case 
comes from persuasion (whence, by implication, one forms hypolêpseis)—in 
particular, from aural persuasion: “for they often long to see and acquire when 
they have heard and been persuaded.”74 I do not think that ékoÊsantew and 
peisy°ntew are conceptually coordinated, as if the former merely referred to 
learning about something by word of mouth, with the latter conveying the 
exercise of reason that results in conviction. Rather, I believe that Aristotle 
has selected the common scenario of rhetorical persuasion to illustrate the 
division (only too apposite a choice, given the subject matter of his treatise), 
and that the participles, conceptually subordinated, might be translated thus: 
“for they often long to see and acquire when convinced by hearing [an oral 
argument].” This serves well to remind us that, for Aristotle, the rhetorical 
endeavor is preeminently of an oral (and hence aural) nature.

phantasia in the rhetoric
We have already seen that there are good reasons to reject the superficial mean-
ing of phantasia, “mere show,” for Rhetoric III.1, and that Aristotle’s uniform 
practice elsewhere points to the psychological understanding of the term. We 
are not surprised, then, that the first occurrence of phantasia in the Rhetoric 

72 Cf. Fortenbaugh 1986: 249 and 2002: 23–44.
73 From the point of view of the terminology employed this contradicts 1369a1–4, 

where boÊlhsiw (described as “a desire for what is good”) is assigned to the logistikØ 
ˆrejiw, but ÙrgÆ and §piyum¤a to the êlogow ˆrejiw. The disagreement, however, is 
superficial, for, as Grimaldi 1980: 231 explains, the same conceptual schema detailed in 
EN 1102a26–3a10 underlies both passages. Indeed, at EN 1102b13–14 Aristotle men-
tions a subdivision of the soul’s êlogon mÒrion that “somehow shares in logos” ([êllh 
tiw fÊsiw] met°xousa m°ntoi p˙ lÒgou), for it responds differently in the continent and 
incontinent man. And a few lines later, at 1102b29–31, he structures the opposition as 
one between the phytikon, which “in no wise shares in logos,” and the epithymêtikon (and 
in general the orektikon), which “somehow does share [in logos], in that it hearkens to it 
and obeys it” (tÚ d' §piyumhtikÚn ka‹ ˜lvw ÙrektikÚn met°xei pvw, √ katÆkoÒn §stin 
aÈtoË ka‹ peiyarxikÒn).

74 Reading pollã adverbially and verbs and participles absolutely.
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is found at 1370a28, the passage that closed our previous section, and that it 
appears in an argument about the very desires that are open to persuasion 
and should therefore be of concern to the orator (1370a27–32):

§pe‹ d' §st‹n tÚ ¥desyai §n t“ afisyãnesya¤ tinow pãyouw, ≤ d¢ fantas¤a 
§st‹n a‡syhs¤w tiw ésyenÆw, kée‹ §n75 t“ memnhm°nƒ ka‹ t“ §lp¤zonti 
ékolouyo› ín fantas¤a tiw o m°mnhtai µ §lp¤zei: efi d¢ toËto, d∞lon 
˜ti ka‹ ≤dona‹ ëma memnhm°noiw ka‹ §lp¤zousin, §pe¤per ka‹ a‡syhsiw. 

Since to be pleased consists in perceiving a certain emotion and since imagina-
tion [phantasia] is a kind of weak perception and since some kind of imagina-
tion of what a person remembers or hopes is likely to remain in his memory 
and hopes—if this is the case, it is clear that pleasures come simultaneously to 
those who are remembering and hoping, since there is perception there, too. 
(Kennedy ad loc.)

This famous passage, with its a‡syhs¤w tiw ésyenÆw, does not, of course, 
collapse the conceptual complexity of phantasia surveyed above into a facile 
equation between it and perception. The enclitic tiw here, as often, signals 
a simplification; it warns us of an approximation that, while suitable to the 
context and argument at hand, yet lacks the philosophical sophistication and 
accuracy that might be necessary and present elsewhere.76

The connection between phantasia and aisthêsis is helped by the semantic 
range of afisyãnomai, which—Aristotle teaches in DA II.6—covers not only 
aisthêta perceived in themselves, but also what might be called “incidental 
objects,” perceived katå sumbebhkÒw. The former are proper, ‡dia, to one of 
the ordinary senses (e.g. seeing white or tasting sweetness); or common, tå 
koinã, to all or some (e.g. size or number). The incidental, he illustrates as 
follows: “An object of perception is spoken of as incidental, e.g. if the white 
thing were the son of Diares; for you perceive this incidentally, since this which 
you perceive is incidental to the white thing. Hence too you are not affected 
by the object of perception as such” (418a20–24).77 It is clear that percep-

75 I follow Roemer’s text, which reflects Susemihl’s emendation. Alternatively, the 
kên of YPGS (using Ross’s sigla) may actually be kén = ka‹ §n (so Kassel, after Arnet), 
where the ée¤ required by the syllogism, though not explicit, is nevertheless understood 
to apply. In any case, it is clear that efi d¢ toËto summarizes the three protases, and that 
d° must therefore be resumptive. Cf. Grimaldi 1980: 251.

76 Cf. Watson 1982: 103 n. 6 and Wedin 1988: 89. I am not hereby necessarily endors-
ing the widespread view of the Rhetoric as a treatise lacking in exactitude. For a survey 
of the literature for and against this view see Fortenbaugh 1974: 222 n. 4 and 223 n .5. 
Cf. also Striker 1996: 286–88.

77 Hamlyn’s 1968 translation ad loc. katå sumbebhkÚw d¢ l°getai afisyhtÒn, oÂon efi 
tÚ leukÚn e‡h Diãrouw uflÒw: katå sumbebhkÚw går toÊtou afisyãnetai, ̃ ti t“ leuk“ 
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tion of incidental objects is of a higher order, in that it calls for processing 
and integrating with memory an array of data (proper and common). And 
yet at one level—and certainly in popular parlance—we can still say that we 
“see the son of Diares” just as we might as well say that we “recognize” him: 
seeing considers it from the perspective of the senses, recognizing, from that 
of the mind. It is precisely this double-sidedness of perception that gives rise 
to the concept of an afisyhtikØ fantas¤a, and the discourse on phantasia 
seeks to understand the individual roles of soul and body and their mutual 
interplay when such “perception-as-realization” takes place. Only in this sense 
is it right to say that we feel an emotion: not as a bare affection, as a dog may 
be said to be angry—for emotion is not a sensory datum impinging on the 
senses—but by becoming aware of a phantasma that is, in turn, attended 
by pleasure or pain in their various forms.78 This explains the words ≤ d¢ 
fantas¤a §st‹n a‡syhs¤w tiw ésyenÆw: if aisthêsis is attended by pleasure or 
pain,79 and memories and hopes—which involve phantasmata of the things 
one remembers or hopes for—are painful or pleasurable, then, on the point 
of analogy, phantasia is a sort of weak aisthêsis.80

sumb°bhke toËto, o afisyãnetai: diÚ ka‹ oÈd¢n pãsxei √ toioËton ÍpÚ toË afisyhtoË. 
Note how pãsxein and afisyhtÒn are connected, just as afisyãnesyai and pãyow. This is 
significant, of course, because of the connection of pathos to lexis and hypokrisis.

78 pathos covers anything that comes about through pãsxein (cf. DELG s.v. pãsxv). 
At DA 403a7, Ùrg¤zesyai, yarre›n, §piyume›n, ˜lvw afisyãnesyai are listed as pãyh 
t∞w cux∞w (for sweetness, cold, heat, etc. as pãyh, see Cat. 9b2–9). At 403a17–18 the list 
is: yumÒw, praÒthw, fÒbow, ¶leow, yãrsow, ¶ti xarå ka‹ tÚ f ile›n te ka‹ mise›n; all 
these happen “with the body,” the philosopher adds, “because together with these the 
body feels something” (ëma går toÊtoiw pãsxei ti tÚ s«ma, 403a18–19). The concept 
of pathos extends further to states of mind and body such as sleep (De Insomn. 462a3–4: 
§ån m¢n afisyãnhtai ̃ ti kayeÊdei, ka‹ toË pãyouw §n ‘ ≤ a‡syhsiw toË ÍpnvtikoË), to 
mnÆmh, “memory” (De Mem. 449b4–6), and even to phantasmata (De Mem. 450a10–11: 
ka‹ tÚ fãntasma t∞w koin∞w afisyÆsevw pãyow §st¤n [bracketed by Ross, after Freu-
denthal]).

79 In §st‹n tÚ ¥desyai §n t“ afisyãnesya¤ tinow pãyouw (1370a27–28) pathos stands 
broadly for tÚ pãsxein ti (see above, n. 78). It might thus be rendered “affection”—not in 
the narrow sense of “emotion” (though emotions are certainly included) but the more general 
one of “the state of being influenced or acted upon.” The connection of aisthêsis with pathê 
is natural, since sense organs must be affected by the corresponding stimuli for percep-
tion to occur (DA 424b25–26). But just as every sense has its corresponding pleasure (EN 
1174b20–21), so also the emotions (pathê as animi perturbationes) are accompanied by 
pleasure and pain: l°gv d¢ pãyh m¢n §piyum¤an ÙrgØn fÒbon yãrsow fyÒnon xarån 
fil¤an m›sow pÒyon z∞lon ¶leon, ˜lvw oÂw ßpetai ≤donØ µ lÊph (EN 1105b21–23).

80 Cf. Wedin 1988: 89. Of course, Aristotle’s reasoning does not deduce, but assumes 
as a premise, what we have presented as the conclusion; his goal is to argue that memory 
and hope are, in fact, attended by pleasure and pain (cf. Rh. 1370a30–32).
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The other instances of phantasia in the Rhetoric follow the established 
norm; as Grimaldi (1980: 256) notes, through “imagination, the presenta-
tive faculty,” phantasmata affect our appetitive system.81 Indeed, at 1370b33 
victory is said to give rise to a phantasia of superiority (ÍperoxÆ), “which 
all strongly or mildly desire”; at 1371a9 honor and a good reputation are 
reckoned among the most pleasurable possessions, because on their account 
each has the phantasia “that he is such as a worthy man (ı spouda›ow), all 
the more when they say so who he thinks speak truly”; at 1371a19, elaborat-
ing on why being loved is pleasant, the reason offered is that “there too [the 
one loved enjoys] a phantasia that being good is his nature, [a thing] which 
all who perceive it desire”; at 1378b10, the phantasia is “dwelling upon the 
thought of revenge”; and at 1382a21, 1383a17, and 1384a22 the word enters 
into the respective definitions of fear and courage (which involve a future 
expectation—the elpis noted at 1370a29—of evil or safety) and shame (“a 
phantasia of loss of honor”). In none of these instances is the emphasis on 
the unreality of what is “presented” to the mind;82 the focus is rather on the 
cognitive process that consists in entertaining a given notion or idea, a pro-
cess that brings pleasure or pain to the one who engages in it. The point of 
view taken is doxa,83 often that of a third-party, and there is a keen interest 
in how our notions are affected by those around us. In one case we even read 
explicitly that the phantasma is what others say about us; and that the persua-
sion operative in the phantasia is enhanced in proportion as the speakers are 
trustworthy—an argument that points the way to the “scientific” (¶ntexnon) 

81 For Fortenbaugh’s 2002 view of phantasia as it concerns the emotions and my 
disagreement with it, see above, pp. 100 and 115.

82 Concerning 1384a22, Kennedy 1991: 146 n.56 notes: “As usual, this means a mental 
‘visualization’ of the effects, not (as the English word may imply) a false conclusion.”

83 Labarrière 1984 argues for an understanding of logos that puts the accent on oratio 
rather than ratio. While animals do not have reason, he says, they are not entirely de-
prived of rationality: tÚ afisyhtikÒn—which animals obviously have—cannot be easily 
classified as either alogon or lÒgon ¶xon (DA 432a30–31); besides, many (if not most) 
animals have phantasia and mnêmê of particulars (EN 1147b5); and, as a survey readily 
shows (cf. ibid. pp. 34–40), Aristotle assigns to some a kind of mathêsis and didaskalia, 
and to birds, •rmhne¤a éllÆloiw and even a diãlektow. Moreover, following GA 
786b23–25 and DA 420b29–33, Labarrière links phônê—a sêmeion of pain and pleasure 
(Pol. 1253a10–11)—to afisyhtikØ fantas¤a. The implication is that the opposition 
between afisyhtikÆ and logistikØ fantas¤a reflects the one between phônê and logos; 
and hence, the logos in question is not so much ratio as oratio. Whether one agrees with 
him or no, one can hardly deny that, at the very least, wherever ratio is involved, persua-
sion is active as “l’espace intersubjectif et dialogal de l’opinion et de la délibération” (32), 
a space that turns readily into the public sphere of doxa where the community engages 
in dialog and persuasion.
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study of reasoned emotional appeal, an appeal that, insofar as it is based on 
logos, has a legitimate place in the art of rhetoric.84

DA 433a10–22 calls phantasia a kind of thinking: as doxa, it is a critical 
faculty (even if not a full, i.e., independent, one); but, significantly, in contrast 
to doxa, it does not necessarily carry pistis (DA 428a20–24)—arguably the 
ultimate goal of rhetoric. This fundamental distinction is one that we must 
bear in mind as we think of the oratorical task: phantasia, the very system of 
[re]presentation for the dianohtikØ cuxÆ, is the means by which the speaker 
shapes the perception of his audience. Such molding influence works at all 
the available cognitive levels (including the pisteis inherent in the aÈtå tå 
prãgmata, just as even the geometer must use phantasmata), but it pertains 
especially to pathos, as the orator endeavors to secure a desirable outcome or 
avoid a disagreeable one. Even a speaker’s successful self-presentation, which 
turns on his ability to communicate proper êthos, can be reinterpreted as 
phantasia towards the hearers with a view to creating such pathê as will move 
them to act to the speaker’s advantage.85 And lexis, of course, studies which use 
of logos—including, we must always remember, phônê and its attributes—best 
conveys the orator’s meaning, best achieves his goals, evoking such phantas-
mata as will support his case. Thus, he will adopt an “angry style” when dealing 
with insolence, an “indignant” and “reticent” when handling impious and 
shameful matters; he will speak with admiration of what is worthy of praise, 

84 Cf. Brinton 1988.
85 That such overlap between êthos and pathos exists is generally denied by Fortenbaugh, 

who in a series of works (see Fortenbaugh, 1996, passim, esp. 147, with bibliography in nn. 
3–4) has argued that persuasion through character is not intended to arouse emotion in 
the audience and does not compromise the objectivity of the juror. (His only concession is 
that at Rh. II.1 eunoia is thought of as an emotion, not of the audience but of the speaker; 
but cf. Rh. 1415a35–36, where it is paired with Ùrg¤sai.) By insisting on the distinction 
Aristotle draws between eunoia and philia in EN 1166b30–35, he seems to imply, e.g., that 
should the audience see the orator manifest intense philia towards them (or their city), 
they would be inclined to mistrust him; or else that the speaker should seek to restrain 
such feelings for fear of warping his own or his hearers’ judgment (Fortenbaugh 1996: 
164). Neither implication squares with intuition or actual practice. (Of course, if such 
protestations were overdone, they may look inauthentic and fail to convince, but this 
is entirely another matter.) And even if the distinction of EN holds, many an Athenian 
orator must have boasted strong affection for his city and convinced her of the honesty 
of his claims, or else the parody in Aristophanes’ Knights would ring hollow (cf., e.g., 
732, 773, and 1339–55). Far better, then, to acknowledge with Carey 1994: 35 that, “[i]n 
practice, ethos and pathos are closely connected, for one of the effects of ethos, as well as 
inducing a degree of trust, is also to produce a feeling of goodwill in the audience toward 
the speaker.” (Cf. ibid. 39 and 43, and Russell 1990: 205–6 and 212.) In other words: the 
orator succeeds when his eunoia and philia are reciprocated by his audience.
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and humbly of pitiable things (Rh. 1408a16–19). All these, being matters of 
style and delivery, will imply an appropriate register for the orator’s voice—a 
careful choice of intonation, loudness, and prose rhythm—and a fitting 
countenance that does not raise the suspicion of speciousness (1408b4–7). 
These are all visual and aural phantasmata that render style effective in ex-
pressing êthos and pathos (1408a10–11), and whose goal is a “community of 
feeling” between hearer and speaker that creates plausibility and persuasion: 
“The proper lexis also makes the matter credible: the mind [of the listener] 
draws a false inference of the truth of what a speaker says because they [in 
the audience] feel the same about such things, so they think the facts to be 
so, even if they are not as the speaker represents them; and the hearer suffers 
along with the pathetic speaker, even if what he says amounts to nothing” 
(1408a19–24).86 Thus conceived, rhetorical performance, deliberate in its 
lexis and hypokrisis, seeks to bring the audience under the spell of the orator: 
through carefully designed sensory phantasmata—including voice, gestures, 
and all the resources of style—he attempts to place before his listeners a par-
ticular [re]presentation of the facts; this [re]presentation, successfully brought 
before his mind’s eye, becomes the hearer’s own phantasia (the sensory phan-
tasmata now having noetic status). The orator’s design and hope is that the 
audience will feel the force of his phantasia—its pistis—and will embrace his 
[re]presentation as their own doxa. Thus, phantasia not only denotes the soul’s 
[re]presentational faculty: it may also be used interchangeably with phantas-
mata or even stand for the oratorical technique that manipulates them for 
rhetorical ends. This technique, Aristotle tells us, works best when the orator 
turns his own phantasia—his own internal [re]presentations—into sensory 
phantasmata of adequate lexis and skhêmata that foster and give expression to 
his own emotions. Then is his pathos best able to stir the equivalent feelings 
in his listeners and to excite in them a corresponding phantasia that becomes 
instrumental to the art of persuasion.87

Aristotle’s treatment, his specific guidance to the would-be orator in craft-
ing phantasmata, is compressed and, by later standards, relatively undeveloped. 

86 Kennedy ad loc. The concessive clauses efi ka‹ mØ oÏtvw ¶xei …w <l°gei> ı l°gvn and 
kín mhy¢n l°g˙ do not condone, much less enjoin, deception or encourage emotional 
appeals ¶jv toË prãgmatow. They only state the obvious: that rhetoric, as any other 
social endeavor, is open to the manipulation of deceit, all the more so inasmuch as its 
potential impact is great.

87 This is elaborated in connection with the poet’s art in Poetics 17, 1455a22–32. There, 
the lexis of tª l°jei sunapergãzesyai goes beyond mere “verbal expression” to include 
the rhetorical qualities of propriety (the presence of tÚ pr°pon and the absence of tå 
Ípenant¤a, 1455a25–26) and vividness (˜ti mãlista prÚ Ùmmãtvn tiy°menon, 1455a23). 
On this passage see Meijering 1987: 14–17.
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But he is seminal in opening the way to later scholars: “Since sufferings are 
pitiable when they appear near at hand…necessarily those [people] are more 
pitiable who contribute to the effect by gestures and cries and display of feel-
ing and generally by their acting [hypokrisis]” (Kennedy ad 1386a29–33).88 
By placing the evil before the mind’s eye (prÚ Ùmmãtvn poioËntew), speakers 
make it appear close (§ggÁw poioËsi fa¤nesyai)89 and evoke the correspond-
ing pathos. The orator’s phantasmata are not like the ones the mind entertains 
on account of the facts themselves; they are rhetorically constructed by the 
application of lexis to êthos and pathos, and can be deconstructed by one’s 
opponent: their force is not that of logical inevitability. And this, I believe, is 
the note of caution Aristotle strikes when he says that lexis, insofar as it is phan-
tasia towards the hearers, can only be of limited import.90 The philosopher’s 
comment, then, is not a dismissive aside, but offers a realistic estimate of the 
promise of lexis and its corresponding limitations.
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